June 8, 1955

Dr, Thomas C. Yelson
Institute oi Yicrobioloyy
Rutgers University

Wew Dmuaswick, ¥.J.

Dezyr Toms

Your last letter was #ost disturbing=-- I hope you have been able to naie
" & respectsble deal with W; though I ednire yqur tehactity in going after what
yqu want and deserve, I hope you will keap pIace for a Yimited smommt of pru-
dence as well,

At last I have been able to get to ;wour ms,— 1% was indecent %o tale so
long, dut helieve me it was not for want of the yish, so you can gudue uhat
& pileup there is. Matters should imppeve over the stmmer (T hopel§. The ms.
definitely does not belong in "f1le I3%'T would thinik eithet J Bact or JCCP
will be rglad to have it after it is polished a bit, which T asmwme is the
main thing you want I{rom me, Since you were able o provide two copies, the
nsaslest course for me was to make pencllled comments on one, Could you let me
have thie baci when you send sny revision, so I can refresh my memorp on my
first resctions?

On the whoie your style is good, commendably condensed-- in iact you are
one of the few people that I would have to urge to expand s 1it tle at the right
places. Most of ny comwents are on deteils, as marled, Don't ta'e stylistic
substitutions too seriously, especially my versions: tois secmai only the most
economical wey ol stating a eriticism and you will probably do better in your
oW words.,

By way of general comment, I would recommend that you right this paper as
entirely precedent to the microscopic studies, which the wori: weaas. There will
be time vhen this is published to refer back to your kinetis wors, In particular
I would be very cautious about "male® and "ifemale®, and would prefer myselfi that
you not use these expressions (for which you have no direct justiiicaticn) in
nis paper. In fact, to be precise, Hfr is nol synonymous w‘i'?. male, ffr iz hermo-
phroditic, while i~ can only functionf as femele (in terms of the definition that
male is equivalent bo migratory ,g&lete) Your discussion misiht veny o say sometinin
on the bearing of your findings on the detailed mrngolauical mechaatisn of synramn’y
I do not seec any statenent that would rule out Hayes'! old notions (ke bas 1ully
recanted, at least prbvately), and there is really no aeed to maie say special
assuaptions to preseant your deta. I have not gone over your muthematics, as I
thought I eould save time if you would simply sead me your derivations, boti 9;(.1;3
and, for the dirfusion calculations, r.33, wiich I will coeco over cereiully, us
descerves to be done. Well, the rest of my commeat is on tie bexi,

Tra. elo.,



Tétle and introd, paragpaphi

Either physiology or mechanism, net botl,

ilow abouts Physiologicel studies of genetiw recombiastion in E, coli
OI‘ (XN NN N sma}a ¢eseee

since "genetic recombination® now covers s lot of territory.

ist para, 1s especially awkward, you were impatient to get 1t over with,
Sugzest alongs following lines:

- Most studles of reeombination in bacteris have emphasized genetlics

rather than physiology, (1 & esp. discussieon there with Westergsard),

altbhough mating {ppes ; ) and chemjcal and physical infRuences(

have been axamined ((I shudder to put these in the same geate: n,e!))

({I don't thiak you particularly Lave to mention Xanu, which came ‘o notiing,
especially if your first paper does; il you do, tag it oato this lust sentence).
A previous kinetia analysis ( ) gave experimental results which agreed wixi
sacond order kinetlos, that ip
- & thearetical model of rabdom oollisans of two species of partlcles, Wus parcat
cells- .



